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1.Introduction
OneoftheimportantnotionsintheMinimalistProgramisthatof
featurechecking,whichperforms(atleast)twofunctions:(1)toeliminate
uninterpretablefeatures,and(2)toensurethatspecifiersandcomple-
mentscarrytheproperfeaturesforagiventypeofhead.Inthelatter
case,Radford(1997),followingBobaljik,assumesthataheadchecks
featuresofitsspecifierandcomplement.Radfordalsoassumesthat
specifier-andcomplement-fearuresareuninterpretable,asarepurely
formalhead-features(i.e.,head-featureswithnointrinsicsemanticcon-
tent).Thesefeaturesarecheckedinanappropriatecheckingconfigura-
tionwithinanappropriatecheckingdomain.SeeChomsky(1995).So,
onequestiontoaskishowtodetermineacheckingrelationbetweena
headanditsspecifierandcomplement.Undertheframeworkwhich
takestheheadoftheclause(orsentence)tobeI(nfl),itsmaximal
projectionbeingIP,themostnaturalanswerwillbethattherelevant
featuresarecheckedinthespecifier-headandhead-complementrelations.
Butthismeansthatwehavetwotypesofcheckingleftwardchecking
andrightwardchecking。However,ifwecanhaveauniformchecking
process,thatis,singlemono-directionalchecking,itwillbedesirablefrom
atheoreticalpointofview.
Insection2,Idiscusstheproblemswewouldhavewiththesimple-1
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analysisofthesentence.Insection3,IgiveanalternativeapProach,
split-Ianalysis,inwhichrnono-directionalcheckingcantakeplaceproper-
1y.Insection4,Idiscusstheexpletivethere-constructionandsuggestan
answertothequestionofhowapostverbalDPcanbeassignedaCase(or
haveitsCasechecked).Section5concludesthispaper.
2.TheSimple-IAnalysis
Inthecheckingtheory,everyfeaturemustbecheckedinorderto
produceconvergentderivations.Letusseehowthehead-,specifier-,and
complement-featuresarecheckedinthefollowingsentenceunderthe
simple-Ianalysis.(2)isitsstructuregivenbyRadford(1997,p.175),
beingsimplifiedhere:
(1)Shehasgone
(2) IP▲
DI「 ▲
IV
She has gone
In(2),theheadofthesentenceisI.Theperfectiveauxiliary勿sis
insertedundertheheadofIP.ThesubjectSheoccupiesthespec-IP
position,andtheverbgoneoccursasacomplementofI.Accordingto
Radford,thespecifier-featuresof加sarecheckedagainstthoseofShe,
andthecomplement-featuresof勿sarecheckedagainstthoseofgonein
theconfiguration.Butoneproblemarisesastothischeckingsystem.
WhatisitP
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Radford'sargumentthateveryfeatureischeckedinthestructure
depictedin(2)meansthatthecheckingconfigurationisdefinedinterms
oftwodifferentrelationsspecifier・headrelationandhead-
complementrelation.Forthechekingtoworkwel1,acheckerandits
checkedmustbeinthesamecheckingdomain.Chomsky(1995)doesnot
includethecomplementasacheckingdomainofthehead,whereas
Radforddoes.OneadvantageofChomsky'sexclusionofthecomple-
mentfromthecheckingdomainsoftheheadisthateveryfeaturecanbe
checkeduniformlyinthespecifier-headrelationalone.Fromatheoreti-
calpointofview,theuniformcheckingrelationshouldbepreferableto
thedichotomyofthecheckingrelation.Therefore,thecheckingof
complement-featuresneedstoproceedunderthespecifier-headrelation,
andtodoso,wehavetoinvestigatetheinternalstructureofIP.The
headofIPisnotI.Rather,itshouldbesplitintotwoseparatecate.
gories,oritshouldbereplacedbyanothercategoryifnon-splitIis
possible。
Notice,incidentally,thatthedualcheckingrelationsemployedby
Radfordremindusofgovernment,anotionwhichplaysacrucialrolein
theGovernment-Bindingtheory(GBtheory).BeforetheMinimalist
Program,governmentwasessentialtoCaseassignment.Thesubject
NPisinthespec-IPpositionandisgovernedandassignedNominative
CasebyInfl.Transitiveverbs(andprepositions)govern,andassign
AccusativeCaseto,theircomplement.Notethattherearetwo
directionaly-differenttypesofgovernment.NominativeCaseisassigned
underleftwardgovernmentwhileAccusativeCaseisassignedunder
rightwardgovernment.Theexistenceofthedirectionaldifferencewill
beadisadvantagetoGBtheory.Weshouldreducegovernmenttothe
mono-directionaltypeifwepersisttothisdeviceatall.Howcanwedo
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itPIconsidertwopossibilitiesbelow.
First,1etusassumethatallCasesareassigneduniformlyunder
rightwardgovernment.Then,itfollowsthatthesubjectmustappearin
apost-Ipositiongovernedbyhead-IatS-StructureifCasesaretobe
assignedatthatlevel.Sincethesubjectfunctionsasthespecifierofthe
clause,itmustbeimmediatelydominatedbyIP,whichimpliesthatthe
surfacesubjectappearsinapost-VPpositionduetotheconditionthat
barscrossingbranches.However,suchasentenceisungrammaticalin
English:
(3)*10veherI(cf.110veher)
Thus,NominativeCasemustbeassignedleftwardly.Ifso,theother
possibilityisthatAccusativeCasealsomustbeassignedleftwardly,
whichforcestheobjecttooccurinapreverbalposition,asrequiredbythe
uniformleftwardgovernment.ButthisisnotthecaseinEnglish:
(4)*Iherlove(cf.Iloveher)
TheabovediscussionleadsustoconcludethatGBtheorymustretain
two-directionalgovernmentforCaseassignmentleftwardgovern-
mentforNominativeandrightwardgovernmentforAccusative.Cer-
tainlythesystemthatmakesuseofonlymono-directionalCaseassign-
mentispreferable.Thesameistrueofthecheckingtheory.Therefore,
weshouldfavortheversionproposedbyChomsky(1995),whoemploys
thefeaturecheckingintermsofthespecifier-headrelationalone.
Radford's(1997,pp.174・176)two-directionalfeaturecheckingmustbe
rejected.
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Atthispoint,onemightarguethatspecifier-featurescouldbe
checkedrightwardlyinaparallelwaytocomplement-featurechecking,
andthatwecouldmaintainthesimple-Ianalysis.However,suchaclaim
wouldnotbeaccepted.Thereasonisthatwemustdividethespecifier-
featuresofthesubjectintotwosubclasses.featureswhichcheck(and
arecheckedby)thespecifier-featuresofthehead,andfeatureswhich
appearinapost-VPpositionimmediatelydominatedbyIP,apotential
specifierposition.Thosethatbelongtothelattergroupmustmove(by
attractionoffeatures)covertlyatLFintheMinimalistapproach,since
theyareconsideredtobeweak.So,theresultingLFstructurewillbe(5):
(5) IP
CLASS1
(strongfeatures)
??
CLASS2
(weakfeatures)
ThefeaturesinCLASSlarenecessaryinordertoensurethatanovert
DPsubjectmustappearinapre-Iposition,beingforcedbystrongfeatures
ifweadopttheVP-InternalSubjectHypothesis.Inanycase,wemust
admittheleftwardspecifier-headrelationinthecheckingofstrong
featuresinEnglish,alanguageinwhichsubjectovertlyoccursinapre・I
position.Theclaimthateveryspecifier-feature(includingstrongones)
movesatLFtothepost-Ipositionwillnotbesupportedfromtheview-
pointofeconomy.Noticethatthestrongfeatures,whichtriggerthe
raisingofthesublectoriginallypositioningspec-VP,enterintothe
specifier-headrelationatapre-Spe11-OutIevel.Atthisstageinthe
derivation,theycanbecheckedbecausetheyareinthecheckingdomain.
So,subsequentmovementsforcheckingareprohibitedbyeconomy.If
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weakfeaturesarepied-pipedwithstrongfeaturesandsatisfythecheck-
ingconditioninapre-Iposition,theformerneednotmoveanymore.
Theprincipleofeconomyappliestothem,too.Therefore,theuniform
rightwardcheckinggainsnotheoreticalsupport.Instead,wemustadopt
theuniformleftwardchecking,whichmakesuslookattheinternal
structureofIPinmoredetail.Thisisthetopicofthenextsection.
3.TheSplit-IAnalysis
Intheprevioussection,Iarguedthatcomplement-featuresshould
becheckedinthespecifier-headrelation,notinthehead-complement
relation,sothatwecanhaveaunifiedfeature-checkingunderthe
specifier-headconfiguration.Butthisisnotexactlycorrect.Although
itwillbepossibletocheckaDPcomplementofaverbinthatrelationif
weassumetheexistenceofAgrOP,thecomplement-featuresoftheverb
couldnotbecheckedinthesamewaywhenitisacomplementofInfl.
Letusseewhy.
Radford(1997,pp.240-241)explainsthefactthatverbshavetense
affix(presentorpast)intermsofverb-raising.FollowingChomsky
(1995),heassumesthatthecategoryInflcontainstenseaffix,andaverb
movestotheI-positionfromtheheadpositionofVP.Thisraisingisa
kindofadjunction(head-to-headadjunction).Theresultingstructureis
asplit-segmentcategory.(6)(=Radford's(52))isatemplateofthe
adjunctionstructure:
(6) Y
X Y
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Thestructureofthesentencein(7)is(8)(=Radford's(51))afterhavehas
raisedtotheI-headposition:
(7)TheyhavenowooI
(8)IP
they
一
DI'
-
IVP〈 △
VTVDP ▲
?
→
」
?
Pres
?
no woo1
Then,1-headin(8)mustbe(9)(=Radford's(53))inaccordancewith(6):
(9) T▲
TV
l}
havePres
In(8),1/andIPareprojectionsofT,thatis,T/andTPrespectively.
ThisfollowsfromX-bartheory,underwhichaheadmustexpandintoits
phrasalnodes.Atthispoint,asRadfordpointsout,theheadofthe
sentenceisT,notI.
Withthisinmind,Ietusturntothequestionofhowtenseaffixof
verbsshouldbechecked.NoticethattenseaffixofTalsomustbe
checkedagainstthatofaverb.Radfordassumesthattheverbhavein
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(7)raisestoTfromitsV-headposition,asisindicatedin(8).The
derivedadjunctionstructurecanberegardedasasortofchecking
domain.SeeChomsky(1995).So,thereisnoproblemwiththechecking
oftenseaffixbetweenTandV.This,however,impliesthatwehavetwo
differentcheckingconfigurationsspecifier-headrelationandadjunc-
tionconstruction.Theformerisreservedforthecheckingbetween
subjectandverb(aswellasbetweenverbanditscomplement).The
latterisforthecheckingbetweenTandverb.Thus,theclaimImade
abovethatfeaturesshouldbecheckedinauniformrelationisnotcorrect
inastrictsense.But,atleast,itwillbepossibletoreducethechecking
relationstothespecifier-headrelation.
Oneconclusionwehavedrawnfromtheaboveconciderationisthat
theheadofthesentenceisT,notI.TheadjunctstructureV-Tfunctions
asacheckingrelationfortenseaffix.However,wehavenotdiscussed
thecheckingofspecifier-andcomplement-features.Toattaintheuni-
formfeaturecheckingofsubjectandobject,Chomsky(1995)assumesthat
IPshouldbedividedintotwodistinctfunctionalcategories,AgrSPand
TP.Radford(1997)alsointroducesthisapproachinhislaterchapters.
WhattheoreticalconsequencesdoesthisspIit-Ianalysishave?Observe
thatsentenceshaveagrammaticalpropertycalledagreementbetween
subjectandverb,aswellastenserealizationmorphologicallymanifested
onverb.Nowsupposethatspecifier-featuresconsistofAgreement
featureandNominativeCasefeature.Alsosupposethatcomplement-
featurescontainAgreementfeatureandAccusativeCasefeature.Then,
itwouldnotbeunreasonablethatweshouldhavetwoseparatefunctional
categoriestocheckthefeaturesagainsteachrelevantcategory.Agree-
mentfeatureischeckedagainstAgr-headinthespecifier-headrelation,
whileTensefeaturecanbecheckedagainstT-headinadjunctionstruc一
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ture.
Letusseehowtheformercheckingcanbecarriedoutuniformly。
AssumingtheexistenceofAgrO-phrase,AgreementandAccusativeCase
featuresbornebyaDPcomplementraisetothespec-AgrOPposition.
ThisisacovertoperationworkingatLFinEnglish.Theverbalso
raisesandadjoinstoAgrO-head.So,thefeaturesinquestionarenowin
anappropriatecheckingrelation.AsforthecheckingofNominative
CaseandAgreementfeaturesofthesubject,supposethatAgrSdominates
TP,andthatTcarriesNominativeCasefeature.UndertheVP-lnternal
SubjectHypothesis,thesubjectDPraisestothespecifierpositionof
AgrSP.Theverb,whichcarriesAgreementfeature,raisestoT-head,
andtheresultingcomplexT-headadloinstoAgrS-head.Thus,specifier-
andcomplement-featuresarecheckedinthespecifier-headrelationina
uniformway,apartfromTensefeature.
NowthatthesententialheadInflissplitintoAgrSandT,an
obviousquestiontoaskiswhichfeaturesarecheckedagainstwhich
categories.Recallthatspecifier-featuresconsist(amongothers)of
AgreementandNominativeCasefeatures.AsImentionedabove,the
sublect,originallyoccupyingthespec-VPposition,mustraisetoapre-VP
position.Whatisitslandingsite?SupposethatAgreementisafeature
ofAgrSandNominativeisafeatureofT.Thefactthatthesubject
obligatorilyraisesatapre-Spell-Outleve1(exceptforthere-construction)
meansthatatleastoneofthefeaturesisstrong.IfNominativeisstrong,
thesubjectovertlymovestothespec-TPposition.Thefeatureis
checkedanddeletedanderasedsinceitisuninterpretable.ButAgree-
mentisnotcheckedhere.Thesubject,nowinspec-TP,needstomove
higheruptospec-AgrSPforthecheckingofAgreement.Isthisraising
overtorcovert?Ifovert,theoperationismovement(orfree-rideattrac一
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tion).So,theentiresubject,includingphoneticallyrealizedmetarials,
raises.However,sinceithasalreadyoccupiedapre-VPposition(orits
surfaceposition),thismovementwillbevacuous.Moreover,theAgree-
mentfeaturewillhavetobestrong.ButAgreementshouldbeweak.
NoticethatAgreementofAgrOisweakinEnglishsincethelanguage
showsnoovertobjectraising.AsitisdesirablethatAgreementshould
havethesamevalueforitsstrengthinbothAgrSandAgrO,weoughtto
considerAgreementofAgrStobeweak.Besides,ifovertvacuous
movementsarenottheoreticallyfavorable,thentheraisingtothespec-
AgrSPpositionmustbecovert,sothattheoperationisattractionthe
covertfeature-raisingatLF.
TheideathatAgreementisweakraisesaquestionofwhetherthe
sameholdsofCasefeatures.SinceEnglishhasnoovertobject-raising,
Accusativeshould(andmust)beweak.Ifso,Nominativeshould(and
must)beweakunderthehypothesisoffeatureuniformstrength.For
thisreason,theassumptionmadeabovethatNominativeisstrongis
wrong.Thefactorthattriggersovertraisingofthesubjecttoapre-VP
positionisnotNominative.NotAgreement,either.Iassumeitspoten.
tialcandidateisEPP-feaure,adoptingChomsky(1995),whoreducesitto
D-feature.SinceD-featureistakenasstrong,itforcesovertmovement
ofthesubjecttoitssurfaceposition.Furthermore,ifChomsky'ssugges-
tionthatthecategoryAgrSisnolongernecessaryisright,thelandingsite
willbethespec-TPposition.ThecategoryTensemustberetainedsince
ithasTensefeature,whichisinterpretableandhencetakespartin
interpretationatLF.Agreementfeatures,bycontrast,areuninterpreta-
ble,andsodonotplaysucharole.Theseconsiderationsleadusto
concludethattheheadofIPisjustTwithmultiplespecifierpositions,
whichallowtherelevantfeaturestobecheckedinthespecifier-head
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relation.Anotherimportantconclusionisthatthefactorwhichtriggers
overtmovementofthesubjecttospec-TPisD-feature,asisarguedby
Chomsky(1995).
4.TheExpletiveConstruction
Intheprevioussections,wesawthatweneednosplit-Ianalysis,
andthatjustT-headsufficestocheckAgreementandNominativeCase
features.Bothfeaturesshouldbethoughtofasweak,sothattheydonot
forceovertmovementofthesubjectfromitsoriginalspec-VPposition.
AlsoweadoptedtheD-featureanalysisproposedbyChomsky(1995).
Thisfeatureisstrongandresponsiblefortheoccureenceofthesubjectin
itspreverbalsurfaceposition.However,Englishhasasentenceinwhich
thesubjectremainsinspec-VPandthesurfacesubjectpositionisoc-
cupiedbytheexpletiveitemthere.Inthissection,Idiscusstheprocess
offeaturecheckinginthere-construction,forwhichanumberofanalyses
havebeengivenintheMinimalistframework.
Radford(1997,p.333)observesthefollowingcontrastseenin
English:
(10)
(11)
(a)Therearestudentswaitingforyou
(b)*Studentsarewaitingforyou
(a)Thestudentsarewaitingforyou
(b)*Therearethestudentswaitingforyou
(10)showsthatanindefinitenominalremainsinspec-VPandtheexple-
tivethereisemployedasthesubjectofthefullTP.(11)illustratesthe
non-occurrenceofadefinitenominalinthepostcopularpositioninthe
existentialthere-sentence.Heaccountsforthisfactintermsofthe
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PartitiveCasetheory.FollowingBelletti(1988)andLasnik(1992),
RadfordassumesthatindefinitenominalsbearPartitiveCase.Then,he
statesthatthisCase,whichisweak,percolatestoarebyattractionand
ischecked.Theagreementphenomenontakingplacebetweenareand
studentsisduetopercolationofAgreementfeatureofstudentsuptoT.
TheexpletivetheredoesnotbearAgreementfeaturebutcarriesNomina-
tivefeature,whichheassumestobestrong.Ontheotherhand,definite
nominalshaveNominativeCase,sothewholeDPthestudentsmustmove
(asafree-rider)tospec-TP.Hencetheungrammaticalityof(11b).
Radford'sexplanation,however,isnotadequate.Idiscussitsinade-
quacyimmediatelybelow.
First,recallthatwechosetoregardNominativeasweakonthe
theoretica11ypreferableassumptionthatallCasefeaturesareequalin
theirvalueforstrength。Ifthisiscorrect,thenRadford'saccountforthe
overtmovementofthedefiniteDPthestudentsin(11)basedonstrong
Nominativeisunwarrantable.Wemustresorttoanotherstrongele-
mentthatrequiresthedefinitenominaltoappearinthespec-TPposition.
Thisishandledlaterinconnectionwiththedefinitenesseffect.
AsecondproblemwithRadford'sanalysisconcernstheassumption
thatindefinitenominalscarryPartitiveCase.Ifitistruethatapost-
copularindefiniteDPisassignedPartitiveCase,wenaturallyshould
extendthisideatoeveryindefinitenomina1(exceptpredicativenominals),
notrestrictingittoparticularconstructions.Inlightofthis,considerthe
nextsentence.(13)isitsbaseform(ortraditionalD-Structure):
(12)Dogsareusefulanimals
(13)△are[dogsusefulanimals]
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FollowingYamamoto(1996),Iassumethatthestringdogsztsefulanimals
consistsofasingleconstituentorsmallclause.(ltscategorialstatusis
irrelevanthere.)Supposethata11indefinitenominalsbearPartitive
Case.Then,theindefirliteDPdogsin(13)neednotmoveand,indeed,
mustremaininitsbaseposition.ThisisbacauseonlyPartitiveCase
featureofdogsisattractedandcheckedbyare.However,theresulting
sentencegeneratedbyinsertionofthereinthesurfacesubjectposition
indicatedbyadummymarkerisil1-formed:
(14)*Therearedogsusefulanimals
Thefactthatdogscannotappearpostcopularlybutrathermustmoveto
spec-TPleadsustorejectRadford's(1997)PartitiveCaseanalysisas
invalid.Thegrammaticalityof(12)impliesthattheindefiniteDPcarries
NominativeCase,whichistobecheckedagainstthatofT-head.What
ismoreimportantisthatindefinitenominalsbehavedifferentlyinthere-
construction.Compare(10a)with(14).Anaturalconclusiontobe
drawnfromthiscontrastisthateveryirldefinitenominalhasnoPartitive
CasebutcarriesNominativeCasewhetheritappearspostcopularlyin
there-constructionorprecopularly,asin(10a)and(12)respectively.If
thislineofreasoningiscorrect,thequestiontoaskiswhy(10a)is
acceptablewhereas(14)isnot.
Wecanfindacluetothesolutionoftheabove-mentionedproblems
insemantics,thatis,thefactthatwehavedifferentinterpretations
betweenthetwoindefinitenominalsconcerned.Supposethatdogsin
(14)isinterpretedgenericallywhilestudentsin(10a)hasanexistential
reading.Further,supposethattheexpletivetherecancooccuronlywith
anominalwhichhasafeatureIcallExistence.Iassumethisfeatureis
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weak,Ialsoassumethatthereandthecopulaろecarrythefeature
Existence.Nowtheexplanationforthewel1-formednessof(10a)is
straightforward.TheDPstudentshasNominativeandExistencefea-
tures.Theyareweak,sotheydonottriggertheovertmovementof
students.Thus,weresorttoanotheroperation:theinsertionoftherein
thespec-TPposition.TherehasD-feature,notNominativefeature.
SeeChomsky(1995).ButIdifferfromChomskyinthatourexpletive
therehasonemorefeature,Existence.Theovert-subjectconditionis
metbythecheckingofD-featurebetweenthereandT-head.Whatabout
thecheckingofotherfeatures?ChomskythinksthattheAgreement
featureofapostcopularDPadjoinstothereatLF.NowIassumethat
allfeaturesofapostcopularindefinitenominaladjointothereatLF.
NominativeandExistence(includingAgreement)covertlyraiseand
adjointothereatthisleve1.Thefeaturesarecheckedbythoseofthere
intheadjunctionconfiguration.TheExistencefeatureoftherealso
servesasacheckerofthatofareinthespecifier-headrelation.Thedual
checking-functionofthereposesnoproblemhere.SinceExistenceis
Plausiblytakenasaninterpretablefeature,itisnotdeletedanderased
afterthefirstchecking.WedonotneedtohingeonthePartitiveCase
theory.NoristheassumptionthatNominativefeatureisstrongneces-
sary.OurgeneralizationthateveryCasefeatureisweakcanbe
maintained.
Nextletuslookatthederivationofthesentencein(12),whichhas
agenericinterpretation.IassumethatthepostcopularDPin(13)carries
afeatureInameGeneric.Supposethatinsertionoftherehasbeen
appliedatsomestageofthederivation.In(14),thefeatureofdogsadjoin
tothereatLF,asdothoseofstudentsin(10a).However,theGeneric
featureofdogscannotbecheckedatall,sincetheredoesnothave「the
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samefeature.So,thefeatureremainsunchecked,andthederivation
crashesatLF.Thealternativederivationavailableinthiscaseisthe
onethatraisestheDPoriginatingpostcopularlytothespec-TPposition.
TheGenericfeatureoftheDPcanbecheckedbythecopulaαre,which
Iassumealsocarriesthisfeature.Theovertnessconditionissatisfiedby
theD-featureofdogs.Thus,wecanexplainthecontrastbetween(12)
and(14)intermsoffeaturechecking.
Nowweturnourattentiontothedefinitenesseffectseeninthere-
construction.Here,too,Iproposeananalysisonthebasisofadjunction
operation,thesameprocessaswasadoptedintheabovediscussion.
SupposethattheexpletivetherehasafeatureIcallIndef(inite).Also
supposethatIndeffeatureisassignedtoanassociateDP.Underthe
DP-analysis,wemusttakeintoconsiderationtwotypesofassociatesthat
canbe .allowedinthere-sentence.Onecaseiswhereapostcopular
nominalisabareDP(traditionallyanNPwithnoexplicitdeterminer),
andtheothercaseiswherewehaveanexplicitDP(traditionallyanNP
withanindefinitedeterminer).Intheformer,theIndeffeatureofanNP
percolatesuptoitsD-head(phoneticallynull),andthewholeDPtakeson
thisfeature.Subsequently,theIndeffeatureadjoinstoitshostthereand
ischeckedintheadjunctionstructure.Inthelatter,theIndeffeatureof
anNPisattractedandadjoinedtoitsD-head.Itischeckedbutleft
undeletedsinceitisinterpretable.Then,theIndeffeatureofthefullDP
adjoinstothereandischeckedinausualmanner.WhenadefiniteNP
(infactaDPwithanovertdeterminer)occursasanassociate,thefirst
stepofcheckingwillposenoproblemifboththeNPanditsD-headshare
afeatureInameDef(inite).Wehavenofeature-mismatchingbetween
them.ButtheDeffeatureoftheDPcannotbecheckedsincethehost
therecarriesIndeffeature,notDeffeature.Noticethattheimpossibility
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ofabaredefiniteDPsuchasapropernameappearingasanassociateis
accountedforinthesamewayaswedidintheanalysisofabareDP.
TheDeffeatureofanNPPercolatesuptoitsemptyD-head,andthe
entireDPaquiresthisfeature.However,itcannotbecheckedsinceit
doesnotmatchwiththatofthehostthere.Thisexplainswhywehave
thedefinitenesseffectinthere-construction.
OnecommentseemstobeinorderboforeIroundoffmystoryof
theexpletiveconstruction.Chomsky(1995)statesthatEPP-featurecan
bereducedtoD-feature.Ifheisrightandtheovert-subjectcondition
shouldbehandledintermsofD-feature,thenonemightaskwhetherIndef
andDeffeaturesplaysucharole.Inotherwords,isD-featuredistin-
guishedfromIndefandDeffeatures?Oraretheyidentical?Itis
desirabletoadmitfewerfeatures,soIadoptthelatterandthinkthatthe
presenceofeitherIndeforDeffeaturewillbesufficienttoforcetheovert
raisingofthesublect.Butthisraisesaproblemastothesyntactic
behaviorofapostcopularDP.WhydoesanindefiniteDPnotmovein
spiteofhavingIndeffeatureinthere-construction?Mysuggestionisthat
somesortofsuperiorityconditionworkshere,inthesensethatwhenan
elementalreadygivenIndeffeatureoccupiesthespec-TPposition,it
checkstheIndeffeatureofT-head.Therefore,althoughwehavetwo
DPswithIndeffeaturethereanditsassociate,thehostpredominantly
fulfillsitsdutyasachecker(aswellasachecked)ofT-head.This
superiorityoverridesthemovementofthepostcopularDP,whichmight
followfromeconomy.SincethereisinsertedbyMerge(inaccordance
withProcrastinate)andsatisfiestheovertnesscondition,theassociateDP
neednot(indeedmustnot)movetothespec-TPposition.
Tosummarizesofar,IarguedagainstthePartitiveCasetheory
andclaimedthatpostcopularDPsareassignedNominativeCase.
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AssumingthateveryDPhaseitherIndeforDeffeature,whichfunctions
asD-feature,Iproposedanexplanationforthedefinitenesseffectin
there-construction,partlydependingonChomsky's(1995)ideaoffeature
adjunction,whointroducesthismechanismtoaccountforagreement
foundbetweenverbandpostverbalnomina1,notbetweenthereandverb。
Ialsosuggestedthatsuperiorityisresponsibleforthein-situpostcopular
DP,itsstrongD-featurenotwithstanding.Inthenextsection,Idiscuss
theinternalstructureofVP,especiallyconcentratingonjustificationfor
theIightverbhypothesisdiscussedinChomsky(1995).
5.TheInternalstructureofVP
Chemsky(1995),basedonLarson's(1988)VP-ShellHypothesis,
assumesthatatransitiveverbphraseisacomplementofacausativelight
verb(nullverb).UndertheVP-lnternalSubjectHypothesis,then,the
subjectisbase-generatedinthespecifierpositionofthenullIightverb
spec-vP.Atransitiveverbovertlyraisesandadjoinstov-headfrom
withintheheadpositionofitsVP.Forexample,theVPwhichkissheads
isoftheformshownin(15),tbeingatraceof燃s:
(15) vP一
DP 〆一
▲
Vv
ll
kissφ
VP
-
VDP
[
t
IsthelightverbtheoryanapPropriateanalysisoftransitiveverbphrases?
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Threetopicsarediscussedhere.Thefirstconcernstheraisingofthe
mainverb.If,asChomskyclaims,atransitiveverbraisestothev-head
position,thenitmustbeamovementoperation.Thismeansthatit
obeysconditionsimposeduponmovementsingeneral.Theheadofa
chainformedbymovement,forinstance,mustc-commanditstail(or
trace).Underthedefinitionintermsofthestrictfirstbranch,theverb
kissin(15)cannotc-commanditstracebecausethefirstdominating
branchingnodeisanupperv,whichdoesnotdominatethetraceofkiss.
However,ifwethinkthateverypropertyofanadjoingelementperco-
Iatesuptoitshostelementintheadjunctionstructure,aswasassumedin
section3,thenkissassimilatestov:thatis,kisscannowbev.So,the
uppervdoesnotfunctionasafirstbranchingnodeanymore.Rather,〆
servesastheone,dominatingthetraceofkiss.Thus,Chomsky'sanaly-
sisoftransitiveverbsintermsofraisingmeetsconditionsonmovement,
inthiscasethec-commandcondition,underthestrictfirstbranchdefini-
tion.Butifthepercolationtheoryisvalid,itseemsthatweneednot
mention`strictness'inthedefinitionofc-commandsincethisnotionplays
nocrucialroleinthestructureformedbyadjunction.Orwemightnot
havetorelyonm-commandinsteadofc-command.Thedefinitionof
c-commandgivenbyKitahara(1997,p.73)willbesufficientforthe
purpose.
ThesecondtopicinvolvesChomsky'sgeneralizationtotheeffect
thatthelightverbanalysisappliestoalltransitiveverbs.Noticethathis
lightverbisakindofcausativeverb,whichimpliesthatitbelongstoa
classofθ一roleassigners.Putanotherway,spec-vPisaθ一positiontobe
occupiedbyanexternalargument.Ifso,canthevP-shellanalysisbe
availableforsee〃z-typeverbsPConsiderthefo110wingsentencein(16).
(17)isitsunderlyingform:
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(16)JohnseemshapPy
(17)△seems[JohnhapPy]
Iassumethattheverbseemtakesasmallclauseasitscomplement.The
matrixsubjectpositionisanon一θ一markedposition,asisarguedgenerally.
Then,seemcanberegardedasatransitiveverbtakingaclausalcomple-
ment.However,itassignsnoexterna1θ一role,thoughitassignsan
internalθ一role,PROPOSITION,toitscomplement.Ifmyassumption
thatraisingverbsaretransitiveiscorrect,Chomsky'sgeneralizationof
vP-structuretoa11transitiveverbsmustbemodifiedsoastolimititto
thosethathaveanexternalθ一roleintheirlexcicalentries.Inthis
respect,hisgeneralizationneedsfurtherresearch.
Thefinaltopicisaboutjustificationforemptycategories.If
Bouchard(1984)isright,anemptyelementmustdependforitspresence
uponthatofacorrespondingexplicit(overt)category.Recallthatthe
lightverbisassumedtobeacausativeinChomsky(1995).NowIthink
thattheverbmaleeisaphoneticallyrealizedlexicalitemwithacausative
meaning,i.e.,anexplicitcounterparttothenullverb.Thelightverbin
questionsatisfiesBouchard'sexplicitnessconditiononemptycategories.
ButthisvP-shellanalysisdoesnotholdforagentlessverbs.Chomsky
(1995,p.316)saysthat`onlyunaccusativeslackingagentswouldbesimple
VPstructures'.However,ifraisingverbssuchasseemcanbetransi-
tives,ratherthanunaccusatives,hisstatementwouldnotbestrictly
acceptable,sinceraisingverbslackagents.
Atthispoint,1etustakealookatRadford's(1997)approachto
unaccusativeverbs.HeassumesthattheyhaveavP-sellstructure,
differeingfromChomskyinthisrespect.AccordingtoRadford,the
subjectoriginatesinthespec-VPposition,notinthespec-vPposition,and
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itmovestospec-TPviaspec-vP.Then,anobviousquestiontoaskis
howthepresenceofthenulllightverbintheunaccusativeconstruction
canbejustified.GivenBouchard's(1984)explicitnessconditiononempty
categories,wemusthaveacorrespondingovertlexicalitemtotheempty
verb.Radfordthinksofthelightverbasaneventivelightverb.Now
supposethatRadford'semptyeventiveverbhingesforitspresenceonthe
phonetica11yrealizedwordhappen.Thecrucialdefferencebetween
Chomsky'scausativelightverbandRadford'seventivelightverbisthat
thelatterisself-defining.Toclarifythis,considerthefollowingsen-
tences:
(18)
(19)
(a)Johnreadabook
(b)MarymadeJohnreadabook
Acaraccidenthappenedyesterday
In(18a),theverbreadistakentohavenocausativemeaning.Theverb
madein(18b)carriessuchasemanticrole.Thus,thenullcaustiveverb
hasacorrespondingovertitemwhichisdistinctfromthemainverbread.
Incontrast,thenulleventiveverbhasnosuchindependentcorresponding
verb.Rather,itisidenticalwiththemainverbhappened,whichitselfis
eventive.Inotherwords,todealwithanovertunaccusativesentencein
termsofthevP-sel1,wearetomakeuseofanexplicitlexicalitemnot
differentfromtheemptyverbitself.Thisisakindoftail-chasing,hence
self-defining.Asin(18a&b),whichshow`causative-noncausative'con-
trast,weshouldhaveaparalle1`eventive-noneventive'contrastin(19).
So,Radford'sanalysisofunaccusativesbasedonthevP-shellwouldnot
bewhollysupportable.Then,Chomsky'sstatementthatunaccusatives
aresimpleVPstructuresseemstobecorrect.
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6.Conclusion
ThefirstmaintopicIdiscussedinthisarticleconcernstheconfigu-
rationforfeaturechecking.Twopossibilitiesaretakenupandconsid-
ered.Oneofthemisthatspecifier-andcomplement-featuresare
checkedindifferentcheckingrelationsspecifier-headrelationand
head-complementrelationrepectively.Theotheristhatallfeaturesare
checkeduniformlyinasinglerelationspecifier-headrelation.I
pointedoutthatthedual-relationapproachgoesbacktothegovernment
.theory,inwhichtwodistincttypesofgovernmentareproposedfor
NominativeCaseassignmentandAccusativeCaseassignment.Ifwe
candealwithassignmentofCaseuniformlyinasingleconfiguration,itis
theoreticallydesirable.Therefore,Iagruedthattheuniformfeature
checkingispossibleundertheframeworkwhichassumesAgr-phrases.
Allfeaturescanbecheckedinthespecifier-headrelationalone.How-
ever,followingChomsky(1995),IconcludedthatAgr-phrasesarenot
includedinaclassofsyntacticcategories,andthatTenseandvtakeover
AgrSandAgrOrespectively.
Next,Idiscussedtheproblemsarisinginthere-construction,espe-
ciallythosewithCase-checkingandthedefinitenesseffect.Iarguedthat
postcopularnominalsareassignedNominativecase,notPartitiveCase,
intermsofempiricalevidencethatindicatesovertraisingofanominal
originatinginthepostcopularposition.ItreatedNominativeasweak,
opposingRadford(1997),whoassumesittobestrong.Asforthe
definitenesseffect,Iproposedafeature-basedanalysisbyassumingIndef
feature,whichboththeexpIetivethereanditsassociateDPshare.
DefinitenominalsareassumedtohaveDeffeature,sothechecking
betweenthereandapostcopulardefiniteDPdoesnottakeplacebecause
208人 文 研 究 第98輯
offeature-mismatching.
Finally,IexaminedtheinternalstructureofVP,focusingour
attentiononthevP-shellanalysisdiscussedinChomsky(1995).One
problemIpresentediswhetherornotChomsky'sgeneralizationthatall
transitiveverbsarevP-structuresiswarrantable.Ifraisingverbssuch
asseemaretransitives,thevP-shellanalysiswillnotbeavailablefor
them,sincetheylackagentiveexternalarguments.Ialsoarguedagainst
Radford's(1997)treatmentofunaccusativeverbsasvP-structures.I
claimedthathisprocedurecannotbeacceptedastheoreticallyjustifiable
sincehiseventivelightverbisfoundeduponanexplicitlexicalitemthat
hasthesamemeaningasthelightverb:thatis,self-defining.
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